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DETAILED ACTION 
Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 101 

1 . 35 U.S.C. 1 01 reads as follows: 

Whoever invents or discovers any new and useful process, machine, manufacture, or composition of 
matter, or any new and useful improvement thereof, may obtain a patent therefor, subject to the 
conditions and requirements of this title. 

2. Claims 1-15 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 101 because the claimed invention is directed to non- 
statutory subject matter. Claims 1-15 are directed to a packet switched network architecture. A network 
architecture is not necessarily embodied within hardware. Furthermore, the specification does not seem 
to limit a network architecture to its hardware embodiments. It is the Examiner's express opinion that a 
network architecture is necessarily the design of a network, and as such can be embodied as a pencil 
and paper representation of the network design. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC §112 

3. The following is a quotation of the first paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 112: 

The specification shall contain a written description of the invention, and of the manner and process of 
making and using it, in such full, clear, concise, and exact terms as to enable any person skilled in the 
art to which it pertains, or with which it is most nearly connected, to make and use the same and shall 
set forth the best mode contemplated by the inventor of carrying out his invention. 

4. Claims 1-15 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, first paragraph, as failing to comply with the with 
the enablement requirement. The claim(s) contains subject matter which was not described in the 
specification in such a way as to enable one skilled in the art to which it pertains, or with which it is most 
nearly connected, to make and/or use the invention. Claims 1-15 deal with a common location area being 
associated with a location area identifier common to both the first and second core networks. This 
location identifier additionally includes a core network identifier. Page 10 of the specification and Figures 
4a and 4b deal with the location area identifier. However, there is insufficient information within the 
specification to allow one of ordinary skill in the art to currently implement the core network identifier. No 
details are given to explain how to differentiate between core networks. A suggestion is made that it 
could be accomplished using a single bit, specification, page 10, line 22, but the method of defining how 
to differentiate between the core networks using this bit is not explained. No explanation is given 
concerning switching between core networks based upon the core network identifier. 
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5. The following is a quotation of the second paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 1 1 2: 

The specification shall conclude with one or more claims particularly pointing out and distinctly 
claiming the subject matter which the applicant regards as his invention. 

6. Claims 1-15 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, second paragraph, as being indefinite for failing to 
particularly point out and distinctly claim the subject matter which applicant regards as the invention. 

7. Claims 2-1 5 recite the limitation "packet switched network" in claim 1 . There is insufficient 
antecedent basis for this limitation in the claim. 

8. Claim 2 recites the limitation "radio access network" in claim 1 . There is insufficient antecedent 
basis for this limitation in the claim. 

9. The term "a range of values" in claims 9 and 15 is a relative term that renders the claim indefinite. 
The term "a range of values" is not defined by the claim, the specification does not provide a standard for 
ascertaining the requisite degree, and one of ordinary skill in the art would not be reasonably apprised of 
the scope of the invention. The Examiner has no bases for what range of values would be appropriate, 
especially since according to claim 1, the value [singular form] of the location area identifier is specifically 
designated to distinguish between the first and second core networks. 

1 0. Claims 3-4 and 1 0-1 1 refer to core networks that have the same functionality or different 
functionality. The Examiner is unclear what constitutes the same functionality or different functionality. In 
reference to the specification, page 10, line 8, the Examiner finds that a mobile terminal may have 2G or 
3G functionality. The functionality is not present in a core network. The functionality does not have to be 
present in a mobile terminal. The functionality is not defined. Merely stating 2G or 3G functionality does 
not define what said functionality actually is. 

1 1 . Claims 1-1 5 refer to location area[s]. The Examiner is unclear what the metes and bounds are of 
the terminology location area. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 

12. The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that form the basis for 
the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 
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(e) the invention was described in (1) an application for patent, published under section 122(b), by 
another filed in the United States before the invention by the applicant for patent or (2) a patent 
granted on an application for patent by another filed in the United States before the invention by the 
applicant for patent, except that an international application filed under the treaty defined in section 
351(a) shall have the effects for purposes of this subsection of an application filed in the United States 
only if the international application designated the United States and was published under Article 21(2) 
of such treaty in the English language. 

13. Claims 1-5 and 10-12 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(e) as being anticipated by Rune (U.S. 
Patent No. 6,275,706). 

14. In regard to claim 1 , Rune discloses a first location area associated with a first core network and 
a second location area associated with a second core network, wherein at least a portion of the first and 
second location areas overlap thereby forming a common location area, the common location area being 
associated with a location area identifier common to both the first and second core networks, the location 
area identifier additionally including a core network identifier field having a value to distinguish between 
the first and second core networks. Rune discloses a network that allows for overlapping 
communications standards to be used. [Abstract] Rune deals with hierarchical overlapping location 
areas and routing areas, [column 4, lines 9-10] Rune differentiates between the two overlapping areas 
by using a combination identifier which includes a location identifier and a routing identifier. [Rune, 
column 5, line 64 - column 6, line 12; column 6, lines 29-61] 

1 5. In regard to claim 2, Rune is applied as in claim 1 . Rune further discloses the radio access 
network associated with the first location area uses the value in the location area identifier to direct packet 
transmission from mobile terminals in the common location area to one of the first and second core 
networks. Rune uses the corresponding identifiers to determine in what location and routing areas a 
mobile terminal is registered to operate. [Rune, column 5, lines 29-45] 

16. In regard to claim 3, Rune is applied as in claim 2. Rune further discloses the first and second 
core networks have the same functionality. Rune discloses that several location/routing areas can be 
served by one controller. If one controller serves several location/routing areas, then they would have the 
same functionality. [Rune, column 4, lines 19-21] 

17. In regard to claim 4, Rune is applied as in claim 2. Rune further discloses the first and second 
core networks have different functionality. Rune discloses overlapping location/routing areas that can be 
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controlled by more than one controller. If the location/routing areas overlap, then the controller for that 
area would necessarily be controlling a certain area, and its functionality would be different form another 
controller controlling a different, overlapping location/routing area. [Rune, column 4, lines 7-25] 

18. In regard to claim 5, Rune is applied as in claim 2. Rune further discloses the common location 
area is connected to the first and second core networks by a common radio access network. Rune 
discloses that several location/routing areas can be served by one controller. [Rune, column 4, lines 19- 
21] 

19. In regard to claim 10, Rune is applied as in claim 1 . Rune further discloses the first and second 
core networks have the same functionaiity. Rune discloses that several location/routing areas can be 
served by one controller. If one controller serves several location/routing areas, then they would have the 
same functionality. [Rune, column 4, lines 19-21] 

20. In regard to claim 1 1 , Rune is applied as in claim 1 . Rune further discloses the first and second 
core networks have different functionality. Rune discloses overlapping location/routing areas that can be 
controlled by more than one controller. If the location/routing areas overlap, then the controller for that 
area would necessarily be controlling a certain area, and its functionality would be different form another 
controller controlling a different, overlapping location/routing area. [Rune, column 4, lines 7-25] 

21 . In regard to claim 12, Rune is applied as in claim 1. Rune further discloses the common location 
area is connected to the first and second core networks by a common radio access network. Rune 
discloses that several location/routing areas can be served by one controller. [Rune, column 4, lines 19- 
21] 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

22. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all obviousness 

rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 1 02 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 
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23. Claims 6-9 and 13-15 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Rune. 

24. In regard to claim 6, Rune is applied as in claim 2. Rune fails to explicitly disclose that the 
controllers used in overlapping location/routing areas are for different radio networks. However, Rune 
does disclose that the telecommunications network is designed for overlapping standards, such as UMTS 
and GSM/GPRS. [Rune, column 3, lines 54-65] Therefore, if the overlapping location/routing areas are 
controlled by more than one controller [Rune, column 4, lines 15-25], it would be obvious to one of 
ordinary skill in the art to include equipment to support each overlapping standard in the network, such as 
telecommunications standards supported by the appropriate radio network equipment. 

25. In regard to claim 7, Rune is applied as in claim 6. Rune discloses overlapping location/routing 
areas that can be controlled by more than one controller. If the location/routing areas overlap, then the 
controller for that area would necessarily be controlling a certain area, and its functionality would be 
different form another controller controlling a different, overlapping location/routing area. [Rune, column 
4, lines 7-25] It would be obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to ensure that the functionality of the 
equipment in use in the radio network was appropriate for the telecommunications standard in place for 
the location/routing areas in question in order to allow network traffic to flow through the network. 

26. In regard to claim 8, Rune is applied as in claim 2. Rune fails to explicitly disclose that a value in 
a location area identifier is a single bit. However, Rune does disclose using a first combination identifier 
coupled with a first routing area and a second combination identifier coupled with a second routing area. 
[Rune, column 5, line 64 - column 6, line 12] Rune states that for efficiency it is ideal to make the 
identifiers shorter in terms of the number of bits in the string. [Rune, column 6, lines 7-12] Basic binary 
math dictates that if two possible options are present, then only two values are necessary and can be 
treated as a single binary digit, or bit. Therefore it would be obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to 
utilize only one bit to differentiate between the two different areas in the Rune invention for purposes of 
increasing efficiency. 

27. in regard to claim 9, Rune is applied as in claim 2. Rune fails to explicitly disclose use of a range 
of values to differentiate between location areas in the identifier. However, Rune does disclose using a 
first combination identifier coupled with a first routing area and a second combination identifier coupled 
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with a second routing area. [Rune, column 5, line 64 - column 6, line 12] In order to differentiate 
between the different routing areas, some sort of value must be present to allow the system to choose 
which area to use. A range of values can constitute a single bit, which is all that is necessary to 
differentiate between two areas. Therefore it would be obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to utilize 
a range of values to differentiate between the two different areas in the Rune invention for purposes of 
making the invention scalable to allow for more areas to be added. 

28. In regard to claim 13, Rune is applied as in claim 1. The additional limitations of claim 6 are the 
same as the additional limitations of claim 13. Therefore the obviousness rejection of claim 6 is equally 
applicable against claim 13. 

29. In regard to claim 14, Rune is applied as in claim 1 . The additional limitations of claim 14 are the 
same as the additional limitations of claim 8. Therefore the obviousness rejection of claim 8 is equally 
applicable against claim 14. 

30. In regard to claim 15, Rune is applied as in claim 1. The additional limitations of claim 15 are the 
same as the additional limitations of claim 9. Therefore the obviousness rejection of claim 9 is equally 
applicable against claim 15. 

Conclusion 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the examiner should 
be directed to Jeffrey R. Swearingen whose telephone number is (571) 272-3921 . The examiner can 
normally be reached on M-F 8:30-5:00, 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's supervisor, 
Valencia Martin-Wallace can be reached on 571-272-6159. The fax phone number for the organization 
where this application or proceeding is assigned is 703-872-9306. 



> 
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Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent Application 
Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published applications may be obtained from 
either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished applications is available through 
Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) 
at 866-21 7-91 97 (toll-free). 
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